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MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Date 4/01/09

Contract ID - 080425-605 Job No. _J6P1004

County  Franklin ‘ Original Bid Cost  $21,126,324.42
Contractor  Millstone Bangert, Inc. By Matthew Alwardt

Designed By TBD | Phone  636-949-0038

VECP#¥ (O9Q-22. (tobecompleted by C.O.) "VECP[X] or VECP/PDU[ ]

1. Description of existing requirements and proposed change(s). Advantages/Disadvantages
The existing requirements for Homestead lane are to build two MSE walls and a cast-in-place wall
which will require removing 350 feet of the existing pavement. - Our. proposal is to eliminate MSE
. wall # 7 & 8 and structure # A7620 by dropping the grade of Homestead lane by three feet and _

replacing the cast in place wall with guardrail which will reduce future maintenance costs. In order
to do this we will need to lengthen the limits of pavement reconstruction by about 150 feet. This
plan will speed up construction which will reduce the amount of time that Homestead lane will be
closed and save on construction costs. Road design will be based on Franklin Countv standards.

2. Estimate of reduction in COnstruction costs. $75,290

3. Prediction of any effects the proposed change(s) will have on other department costs, such as
maintenance and operations.
There will be 170 feet of additional guardrail for Franklin County to maintain, but no walls along
Homestead. There will also be additional new pavement installed in order to lower the road
properly which will reduce future maintenance costs.
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4. Anticipated date for submittal of detailed change(s) of items required by Section 104 6“01,7 the 2@9
Specifications. ‘ .,
l‘”&'
4/3/2009
(date)

5. Deadline for issuing a change order to obtain maximum cost reduction, noting the effect of
contract completion time or delivery schedule.

5/1/2009 No effect on contract completion time.
(date) (effect)

6. Dates of any previous or concurrent submission of the same proposal.

N/A
(date and/or dates)
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Additional Comments:
In order to keep construction moving forward in the Homestead area we would like to start design as soon as
possible pending conceptual approval. ' -

** Portion Below This Line To Be Filled Out by MoDOT **

Comments:
I support this VECP. The area management team supports the VECP as well. Not only will this VECP
result in a cost savings, but it will reduce short term impacts to the local residents as well as reduce the future
maintenance responsibilities of the Franklin County Highway Department. A separate spreadsheet is
attached with all comments and questions as well as Millstone Bangerts reply. Upon approval of the VECP,
- Millstone will proceed with the design. Upon receipt, the design will be forwarded for revigw.
I *
s Byt 4, ZOﬁ 7
Submitted By Resident Engineer 7 " Date

Comments: = 4eecommsOD  Appesstl oF THIS |JE (o@Dl 72e Cgocoersr SF LEcsrRD
Mus7r AMso BB Appier T THE EBEDES/ar) Rlowc wenrt THoSE porzbd Afevs.

IE/ Approval

Recommended !
n Rejection District Engineer Date
Recommended
Comments: , , o
. There is no Federal Oversight on this project.
] Approval N/A
Recommended
] Rejection Federal Highway Administration Date
Recommended Required for FHWA Full Oversight Projects
Comments:

Conceptual approval is granted. Approval is dependent on comments above, including approval of the
Geologist, and final approval of the design submitted. Denis Glascock. 04/22/2009

[x] Approval &G‘MCX &.,G@vm _ 5-11-09

[l Rejection State Construction and Materials Engineer _ Date

Distribution: ~ Resident Engineer, Project Manager, District Construction & Materials Engineer, State Construction & Materials Engineer,
Value Engineering Administrator — MoDOT, P. O. Box 270, Jefferson City, MO 65102
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Judy Wagner
Q: What will be the maximum slopes allowed (Rock)?
A: 1.5:1 max slope with rock. (will be no higher than 3' with this slope, behind guardrail only and on solid rock} This

will be addressed during design in order to meet the requirements of a 10" setback.

Q: Are we going to include a maximum number of days that Homestead can be closed?
A: Yes. | propose 10 working days.

Q: Do we need a crashworthy end section on the guardrail or does Rich want to specify some

other kind of end treatment?
A: There is alreadly a crashworthy setup in the job. The guardrail that we are proposing to add into the Job will tie into

guardrail on both sides that was already in the original contract.

Tim Schroeder

Q: A new component of this evaluation, based on External Civil Rights Training yesterday, is that
we should ask the question: Does the elimination of the MSE walls and the CIP wall reduce the
DBE contribution to the project? We should communicate fo the contractor that we (MoDOT) are

serious about reaching our DBE goals and our trainee hours.
A: The MSE walls are a reduction in DBE participation by 0.17% from the original coniract. According to my numbers,
MBI has 15.4% DBE participation on this project that only requires 14%. MBI will make every effort to make sure that

our DBE participation is met on this project.

St. Clair Project Office
Q: Have uitilities been addressed?
A: Upon initial inspection we believe that utilities will not be an issue.

Q: What about the condition of the Rock Face between Homestead and New Route 100
A: The rock face could be an issue even if we built the job per the original contract, This will have to be addressed in

the field when the rock face is completely opened up.

Q: Final quantities will be determined by field measurements

A: Yes,
Q: Need to make sure we include 24/7 access for all property owners

A Yes,

Q: Need to make sure we communicate with property owners
A Yes. :

Q: Need to make sure we address drainage
A: Drainage should be taken care of by the curb and gutter that will be on the low side of the super. The area that we

are lowering the road is at the top of the hill and water shedding off the road will be caught by the gutter and run down
the road to ditches at both ends.

Q: Needto include 2 maximum # of Days for closure with penalties (7 calendar days?).
A: | propose 10 working days because we will have to maintain access to parcel 68 during construction which may

require staging construction.

Rich Wilson

This is the first time | have seen this and | have not seen any plan drawings and affect on the
residents. Driveway slopes and loss of trees?




What advantage is it to the county?

My Response to Rich: Rich - | had you in the original email, but you and a couple others were
accidentally deleted just prior to sending it out. The proposal enclosed is just a conceptual. The
design will follow once we give preliminary approval. The benefits to the county include a shorter
road closure, less maintenance (guardrail vs. retaining walls)and more new pavement (additional
150" with a possible geometric improvements - will have to wait to see what comes out of the
design). As for as the impacts o the residents, we will be reducing that by shortening the closure
time. Driveway slopes will be addressed and shown on the plans when completed. We could
always go back further to decrease the slope. As far as irees, we were going to address that in
the field. You will be given an opportunity to review the plans once they are complete. Please
don't hesitate to call or email should you have any comments or questions.




VALUE ENGINEERING CHECK SHEET

(Check one that applies)

Bridge/Structure/Footings

Drainage Structures (RCP, RCB, CMP’s, ect.)
TCP/MOT

Paving (PCCP, ect.)

Grading/MSE Walls

Signal/Lighting/ITS

Misc.

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL

(If needed, condense summary to a couple of lines) .

Change in grade, lengthening pavement limits, and addition of guard rail eliminates MSE and cast-in-
place walls. ’

SCANNING OF DOCUMENT

If the proposal is large, please mark or make note, which pages need to be scanned into the database. If
there are special instructions, make note of them here.




